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Abstract
This study investigates the relationships between experience use history and (1) place bonding, (2) enduring involvement, and (3)
resource substitution. Following the design of previous researchers, Adirondack Park roadside campsite visitors were placed into
a four-group typology based on their visitation patterns to various types of camping settings within the park (beginners, outsiders,
insiders, and veterans). One-way analysis of variance was used to test for differences across these experience use history groups
for five dimensions of place bonding, three dimensions of enduring involvement, and two measures of visitor willingness to make
a resource substitution for roadside camping in the Adirondack Park. Post-hoc analyses were performed to further examine the
direction and significance of differences across the EUH groups. The purpose of this paper is to discuss the practical and
theoretical implications of these findings.
1.0 Introduction
New York State’s Adirondack Park Forest Preserve provides the public with a variety of opportunities for overnight camping.
Some visitors camp in state or private developed campgrounds, other visitors backpack or canoe to remote primitive campsites,
and others camp along the roadside in tents or recreational vehicles in undeveloped sites on Forest Preserve lands. The
Adirondack Park State Land Master Plan (APSLMP) provides definitions and management guidelines for both primitive tent
campsites and developed campgrounds within the Forest Preserve. However, the APSLMP does not include such information for
primitive roadside camping areas. Consequently, debate has developed regarding the conformity/legality of roadside campsites
existing within the Forest Preserve, and some stakeholders have suggested that roadside campsites should be removed. In
response to this debate, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) funded SUNY ESF
researchers to conduct a study in order to locate roadside campsites within the Forest Preserve and characterize users of this type
of camping setting.
The primary constructs examined in this paper include visitors’ previous experience with various camping settings within the
Forest Preserve (experience use history), feelings of attachment towards roadside camping areas (place bonding), feelings of
attachment / enduring involvement towards the activity of camping in general, and willingness to make a resource substitution in
a hypothetical scenario where roadside campsites were no longer available within the Forest Preserve. The research question
examined in this paper is focused on determining the extent to which the latter three constructs (place bonding, involvement, and
willingness to substitute) vary across visitor groups having differing experience use history profiles. The purpose of this research
was to investigate empirical relationships existing between the behavioral construct of experience use history and people’s
psychological evaluations of place bonding, enduring involvement, and resource substitution in the context of roadside camping.
These constructs were particularly relevant to managers and policy makers, as they can provide meaningful information for
making difficult decisions regarding resource (re)allocation and management.

2.0 Literature Review
Experience Use History (EUH) is a construct that is commonly used in recreation and leisure studies for examining peoples’ past
experiences with recreational activities and settings. Hammitt and McDonald (1983) noted that EUH can serve as a surrogate
measure of user exposure to, and familiarity with, recreational resources and their management. It can be helpful to recreation
and resource managers for understanding the relationships between users’ past experiences with recreational settings and their
perceptions and preferences about management of those resources. Schreyer, Lime, and Williams (1984) wrote, “the extent of
previous participation in recreational pursuits can serve as an indicator of the amount and type of information a person draws on
to make decisions concerning leisure behavior” (1984, p.34). Schreyer et al. (1984) noted that EUH is often examined using
multiple measures including participation within an activity, participation within a related set of activities, participation in a given
setting, participation in a related set of settings, or a combination of these measures.
While EUH is a valuable construct for examining peoples’ past behaviors relating to activity and setting participation, some
researchers have expanded upon this behavioral framework to examine affective commitment towards recreational activities. For
example, McIntyre and Pigram (1992), in their evaluation of the recreation specialization construct, discussed a need to
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differentiate between behavioral and affective systems that influence recreationists’ attachments to particular activities. The
authors proposed a three-dimensional model for measuring the affective attachments that users feel towards an activity, termed
enduring involvement. The first dimension, labeled attraction, is related to a person’s feeling of enjoyment towards an activity in
combination with his/her feelings regarding the importance of participating in that activity. The second dimension, termed selfexpression, is related to feelings of freedom from social constraints and expectations that result from participation in a given
activity (i.e., people feel like they can be themselves during recreational engagements, free from the social expectations imposed
upon them during their normal lives). The third dimension of enduring involvement, termed centrality, refers to the activity
having a central role in the lives of users (i.e., other aspects of individuals’ lives are organized around the recreational activity).
While this three-dimensional model of enduring involvement was adopted for the purposes of this study, it is worth noting that
the leisure involvement phenomenon has remained a popular topic among leisure researchers, and some have begun to expand
upon this three-dimensional model. For example, Kyle, Absher, Norman, Hammitt, and Jodice (2007) found a modified fivedimensional scale (attraction, centrality, social bonding, identity expression, and identity affirmation) to be a valid and reliable
measure of enduring leisure involvement.
Another topic of considerable popularity among the recreation research community is the examination of psychological bonds
that recreationists form with specific settings. This topic of study is often referred to as place bonding or place attachment, and
can be defined as a positive connection or bond between a person and a particular place (Williams & Vaske, 2003). Though
place dependence and place identity have emerged as the two dominant dimensions of the place bonding construct, many
researchers have expanded upon this conceptualization by identifying additional dimensions such as rootedness (Tuan, 1980),
lifestyle (Bricker & Kerstetter, 2000), and familiarity and belongingness (Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 2004).
Hammitt et al. (2004) found empirical support for a five-dimensional model of place bonding consisting of place dependence,
identity, familiarity, belongingness, and rootedness. Place dependence refers to a functional attachment to a particular setting, and
is related to the physical aspects of a place such as the resource opportunities that it provides (e.g., number of trails, range of
technical difficulty of trails, social setting, proximity to recreationists’ homes, etc.). Place identity has been described as “the
symbolic importance of a place as a repository for emotions and relationships that give meaning and purpose to life” (Williams &
Vaske 2003, p.831). The familiarity dimension of place bonding refers to a sense of knowing, security, and environmental
preference, while place belongingness refers to an acknowledgement of the social meaning of a place, where people develop
feelings of affiliation with a place and the users of that place. Finally, the rootedness dimension refers to a powerful bonding to a
specific place, where people become so attached that they have no desire to seek out or visit other recreational settings (see
Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 2006 for a thorough review of these bonding dimensions).
Recreational substitution is another topic of interest to recreation researchers and managers that is related, to an extent, to the
constructs described above. Though early researchers of the substitution phenomenon focused primarily on the
interchangeability of recreation activities, more recent studies have attempted to incorporate resource considerations into
recreational substitution frameworks. Shelby and Vaske (1991) developed a typology of substitution alternatives based on both
the activity and the resource in which it is pursued. Four types of recreational substitution were proposed: (1) temporal/strategic
substitution involves participating in the same activity within the same setting, but during different times or areas within the
setting; (2) resource substitution involves a person who continues to participate in a specific activity but chooses to do so in a
different setting; (3) activity substitution is when a person continues to visit the same setting but chooses to participate in a
different recreational activity; and (4) both activity and resource substitution is a last resort that recreationists might use when
equivalent activity or resource substitutes do not exist. They argued that while much research has focused on activity
substitution, outdoor recreation managers might be more interested in resource substitution, especially if considering
management alternatives that require closures of areas previously used for recreation (e.g., roadside campsites in the Adirondack
Park). Researchers have also expressed the need to expand recreation choice models to include destination diversification
considerations, and have suggested the inclusion of several variables that were often previously overlooked. These include
variables focused on the resource/setting and associated facilities (Fesenmaier & Lieber, 1988), the composition and
characteristics of recreational social groups/households (Fesenmaier, 1985), and the acknowledgement that recreational
destination alternatives are not necessarily independent of each other and individuals may select a set of recreational destinations
(as opposed to repeatedly choosing a single destination) with the intention to participate in a related set of activities (Hanson,
1980).
3.0 Methods
3.1 Research Setting
The Adirondack Park (AP) Forest Preserve (FP) consists of approximately 2.4 million acres that are used by the public for a wide
variety of camping experiences. For the purposes of this study, camping settings within the FP were categorized into one of three
groups: primitive/backpacking campsites and lean-tos, developed NYSDEC campgrounds, and roadside camping sites. The
Adirondack Park State Land Master Plan (APSLMP) (APA/NYSDEC, 2001) defines and prescribes management guidelines for
two of these types of camping settings.
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A primitive tent site is defined as a “designated tent site of an undeveloped character providing space for not more than three
tents, which may have an associated pit privy and fire ring, designed to accommodate a maximum of eight people on a temporary
or transient basis, and located so as to accommodate the need for shelter in a manner least intrusive on the surrounding
environment” (APA/NYSDEC, 2001, p. 18). The APSLMP stipulates that these sites should be located at least ¼ mile away
from each other.
A campground is defined in the APSLMP as, “a concentrated, developed camping area with controlled access, not meeting the
standards for individual, primitive tent sites or lean-tos, which is designed to accommodate a significant number of overnight
visitors and may incorporate associated day-use facilities” (APA/NYSDEC, 2001, p. 16). Campgrounds require users to pay a
fee-per-night and provide several amenities such as fireplaces, picnic tables, restrooms with running water and showers,
amphitheaters, playgrounds, beaches, and boat launch sites.
Roadside campsites in the Adirondack Park, while not addressed nor defined in the APSLMP, could be described as a hybrid
between the two camping settings described above. Roadside campsites are located within FP lands on or near forest roads, do
not have restricted access or fees, and often provide fireplaces, picnic tables, and pit privies. Like primitive sites, roadside
camping sites are free, generally located out of sight and sound of each other, and only provide a minimal set of amenities.
Roadside campsites typically provide enough space for one or more vehicles/tents within the interior of the site (e.g., RVs,
trailers, tents). While not defined within the APSLMP, most roadside campsites are officially designated and actively managed
by the NYSDEC.
3.2 Data Collection and Sampling
This study utilized both on-site interviews and subsequent follow-up mail questionnaires to gather information from roadside
campsite visitors. An inventory revealed 531 roadside campsites existing within the approximate 2.4 million acres of FP lands
within the Adirondack Park (Graefe, Dawson, & Gerstenberger, 2010). Using this inventory data, researchers gathered
information from roadside campsite visitors using a systematic roving intercept technique, visiting roadside camping areas
throughout the FP in a geographically counter-clockwise rotation. Upon completion of the on-site interview, respondents were
asked to provide their mailing address for participation in the follow-up questionnaire. A modified Dillman Tailored Design
method was used to administer the mail survey (Dillman, 2007).
3.3 Study Variables
Experience use history – Several variables were included to measure peoples’ past experiences with camping setting within the
AP. These included the number of days in a typical year and the number of total years using roadside camping areas in the AP,
primitive tent sites within the AP, campgrounds within the AP, and privately owned campsites within the AP.
Enduring involvement -- An 11-item scale measuring three dimensions of enduring involvement was adapted from Kyle et al.
(2003). A five-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was provided for each item. The three
dimensions in this study include self-expression (e.g., “you can tell a lot about a person by seeing them camp”), attraction (e.g.,
“I really enjoy camping”), and centrality (e.g., “a lot of my life is organized around the activity of camping”) and were used to
examine visitor involvement in the activity of camping in general, and not the activity of roadside camping specifically (i.e., the
activity is camping and it is not focused on the site type).
Place Bonding -- Respondents were provided with a 26-item scale for measuring their attachment/bonding to the specific
roadside camping area that they visited when surveyed in the field and not to the Adirondack Park in general. A five-point scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was provided. The 26 items were adapted from the work of Hammitt et
al. (2004) and represent five dimensions of the place bonding construct: identity (e.g., “this roadside camping area means a great
deal to me”), belongingness (e.g., “when I am at this roadside camping area, I feel as though I am part of it”), dependence (e.g.,
“I get more satisfaction out of camping at this roadside camping area than from camping at any other setting”), rootedness (e.g.,
“this roadside camping area is the only place I desire to camp”), and familiarity (e.g., “I could draw a rough map of this
roadside camping area”).
Willingness to substitute –Respondents were asked to indicate how the frequency with which they camp in the Adirondack Park
would change in two hypothetical scenarios where (1) the specific roadside camping areas visited when surveyed in the field
became unavailable for future use and (2) all roadside camping areas in the AP became unavailable for future use. Respondents
were provided with a three-point scale for answering these questions (1= I would camp much less often, 2 = I would camp
slightly less often, 3 = I would camp about the same amount).
3.4 Analyses
Researchers adapted the technique used by Hammitt et al. (2004) for grouping respondents into one of four categories
representing different levels of previous experience with roadside camping areas, developed campgrounds, primitive backpacking
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sites, and privately owned and operated campgrounds within the AP. Additionally, two confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were
performed using covariance structure analysis (LISREL) to test a five-dimensional model of place bonding and a threedimensional model of activity involvement. Following these analyses, one-way ANOVA was used to identify differences in
place bonding factor means, involvement factor means, and willingness to substitute means across EUH groups. LSD post-hoc
analyses were performed to determine the direction and meaning of these differences. Comparisons of place bonding dimensions
across EUH groups represent a replication/modification of the analyses performed by Hammitt et al., while comparisons of
involvement dimensions and willingness to substitute means across these groups represent an expansion upon this work.
3.5 Experience Use History Typology
A classification system was created to group respondents having similar previous experience with various camping settings in the
AP. The classification procedure used was based on the work of Hammitt et al. (2004) and others (e.g., Schreyer et al. 1984).
Each respondent’s placement within the typology depended upon his/her level of experience with (1) roadside camping settings
within the AP and (2) other types of camping settings within the AP (i.e., primitive tent sits, campgrounds, and private camping
settings). In order to complete the task of categorization, respondents were first classified as having a high or low level of
experience with roadside settings and other types of settings within the AP. The following procedure was used to split the sample
into high and low categories for each type of setting (roadside vs. other):
1.

Composite measures of EUH for roadside settings and other types of camping setting within the AP were created
by multiplying (1) the number of years using these settings by (2) the number of days per year using these settings.

2.

The median was obtained for each of the two composite variables created in the previous step. Respondents
having a value equal to or less than the median value were categorized as having low EUH, while respondents
having values above the median were categorized as having high EUH.

3.

Respondents were placed into one of four EUH categories based on the results of the previous step. Those having
low EUH at roadside settings and low EUH at other camping settings were grouped together and labeled as
beginners. Respondents having low EUH at roadside settings and high EUH at other settings were grouped
together and labeled as outsiders. Respondents having high EUH at roadside settings and high EUH at other
settings were grouped together and labeled as veterans. Respondents having high EUH at roadside settings and
low EUH at other settings were grouped together and labeled as insiders.

The terminology used in this study for EUH groups differs slightly from that used in previous research. Specifically, the group
labeled insiders in this study has been labeled locals by previous researchers, while the group labeled outsiders in this study has
been labeled visitors by previous researchers. These changes were made as a result of cross-tabulations revealing that
respondents’ place of residence was not related to these EUH groups. In other words, the proportion of insiders (i.e., those
having high EUH at the study site but low EUH at alternative sites) that were AP residents was not significantly higher than the
proportion of AP residents in the other three EUH groups. Therefore, it seemed unfitting to refer to this group as locals. Figure 1
provides a visual example of the classification procedure, and the number of respondents that were placed in each group.

EUH at other Camping Settings within AP

EUH at Roadside Settings
within AP

Low
High

Low
Beginners (L, L)
(N = 28)
Insiders (H, L)
(N = 30)

High
Outsiders (L, H)
(N = 29)
Veterans (H, H)
(N = 26)

Figure 1. Experience Use History Typology
The classification procedure produced four groups of respondents based on their previous experience with camping settings
within the AP. Using medians to divide the sample resulted in four groups of approximately equal size, which was advantageous
given the small sample size in this study (beginners = 28, outsiders = 29, insiders = 30, veterans = 26). This procedure was ideal
for creating groups with enough members to allow for statistical comparisons of mean scores for place bonding, involvement, and
substitution variables.
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4.0 Results
A total of 216 roadside campers agreed to participate in the on-site survey during the summer of 2009, while 179 (83%) agreed to
participate in the follow-up mail survey. Of those who agreed to participate in the follow-up survey, 114 (64%) completed and
returned the mail questionnaire.
4.1 CFA Results
The CFA of the five-dimensional model of place bonding yielded adequate statistical support after removing six of the twenty-six
items (X2/d.f. = 2.07, CFI = .91, NNFI = .90, SRMR = .05). Each dimension was determined to be reliable, with Cronbach’s
alphas ranging from .72 to .94. Adequate statistical support was also found for the three-dimensional model of enduring
involvement after removing three of the eleven items (X2/d.f. = 2.04, CFI = .97, NNFI = .95, SRMR = .05). All Cronbach’s
alpha values for involvement dimensions were within the range of acceptability (i.e., above .70). Since the primary purpose of
this paper is to present ANOVA results comparing several variables across EUH groups, detailed tables summarizing the CFA
results are not included. However, the author will gladly share these tables upon request.
4.2 ANOVA Results
Several significant differences in the dependent variables were found across EUH groups (Table 1). Four of the five ANOVAs
examining place bonding dimensions were significant at the p<.05 level (the ANOVA examining the belongingness dimension
was nearly significant with a p-value of .055). Mean bonding scores for the beginner group (those with low EUH at roadside
settings and low EUH at other settings) were significantly lower than means for other EUH groups for all five dimensions of
place bonding. Also, dependence and rootedness means were significantly higher for those belonging to the insider EUH group
than for other EUH groups. In other words, those with a high amount of previous experience with roadside settings but a low
amount of experience with other camping settings within the park expressed higher levels of place dependence and rootedness.
Table 1. One-Way ANOVA Results
Experience Use History Categories Mean Scores
Beginners

Outsiders

Insiders

Veterans

Place Bonding Variables
Identity*
Dependence*
Familiarity*
Belongingness*
Rootedness*

3.54 abc
3.25 a
3.58ab
3.74 a
2.59 a

4.11 a
3.75
3.97c
4.08
2.37 b

4.28 b
4.07 a
4.55ac
4.29 a
3.39 abc

Involvement Variables
Attraction*
Centrality*
Self-expression*

4.65
3.12abc
3.72

4.85 a
3.68a
3.95

2.11

1.67

Variables

Substitution Variables
Willingness to substitute if
specific site no longer available.**
Willingness to substitute if all
roadside sites no longer
available.**

F

p-value

4.18 c
3.58
4.35b
4.05
2.30 c

4.92
3.43
7.92
2.61
5.86

.003
.020
.001
.055
.001

4.37 ab
3.73b
3.85

4.85 b
3.96c
3.87

2.99
5.00
0.39

.034
.003
.763

2.38

1.86

2.04

1.61

.190

2.07ab

1.50a

1.58b

2.98

.035

Means having the same letter superscript were significantly different at the p <.05 level, based on LSD post-hoc analyses.
* Items measured using a five-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).
**Items were measured using a three-point scale (1 = much less often, 3 = about the same amount).

Two of the three ANOVAs examining enduring involvement dimensions were significant at the p <.05 level. Interestingly, those
belonging to the insider EUH group expressed a lower level of attraction to the activity of camping in general than those
belonging to the outsider or veteran EUH groups. As might be expected, those belonging to the beginner EUH group (low EUH
at both roadside settings and other types of camping settings) generally expressed lower levels of centrality than those belonging
to the other three EUH groups, meaning that camping had a less central role in the lives of beginners in general. No significant
differences were found across the groups for the self-expression dimension of enduring involvement.
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One of the two ANOVAs examining willingness to substitute was statistically significant. There were no differences in
willingness to substitute across EUH groups for the hypothetical scenario where the specific roadside camping area that was
visited when respondents were surveyed in the field became unavailable for future use. However, significant differences were
found across these groups in the scenario where all roadside campsites within the AP became unavailable for future use (p =
.035). For the latter scenario, those belonging to the outsider EUH group expressed that they would camp more often (in nonroadside settings) than those belonging to the insider or veteran groups if all roadside campsites became unavailable. These
results are not entirely unexpected, as one would logically expect recreationists who have more previous experience with nonroadside camping settings within the park to be more willing to accept such sites as substitutes for roadside camping areas. The
non-significance of the former ANOVA may be explained by the fact that many roadside campsite visitors had previous
experience using several different roadside camping areas within the AP and, therefore, would be able to simply move to another
roadside camping area if the particular area that they used when surveyed in the field became unavailable for future use (i.e., they
could substitute one roadside camping area for another in the first hypothetical scenario).

5.0 Discussion and Conclusion
The results of this study provide additional evidence for the relationships between the behavioral component of recreational
participation and psychological evaluations of place bonding, enduring involvement, and willingness to make a resource
substitution for roadside camping in the AP. The relationships found were generally in the expected directions, providing
evidence for the construct validity of the four study constructs.
Respondents having more experience with roadside camping settings reported higher levels of attachment to roadside camping
areas within the AP. This finding lends credibility to the thesis that personal bonding to a specific site is likely to result from
prolonged and repeated visitation through which participants are provided opportunities to form meaningful relationships with
the site. Similarly, those having the highest amount of participation in camping felt that camping occupied a more central role in
their lives than those with an overall low amount of participation (i.e., beginners), lending credibility to the idea that participation
is an antecedent to the formation of enduring leisure activity involvement. Though these propositions are supported by both logic
and the results of this research, the analyses presented in the paper are not adequate for determining causal relationships among
these variables, and additional multivariate analyses would be better suited for examining causal effects.
Another noteworthy finding of this research is the patterns of means across the EUH groups relating to place dependence,
rootedness, and willingness to make a resource substitution. Insiders reported the highest levels of both place dependence and
rootedness, and were least willing to make a resource substitution for roadside camping in the AP. This finding is also
theoretically expected, as the items used to measure dependence and rootedness expressed a general preference for roadside
camping areas or a rejection of alternative sites. Conversely, outsiders were the most willing to make a resource substitution,
presumably due at least partially to their higher levels of past experiences with potential substitute sites in the AP.
An unexpected finding of this research was that the mean for the attraction dimension of enduring involvement was significantly
lower for the insider EUH group than the outsider or veteran groups. A speculative explanation for this is that other types of
camping settings (non-roadside) might provide opportunities better suited for fostering feelings associated with the attraction
dimension (e.g., fondness, pleasure, enjoyment). For example, visitors to developed campgrounds that offer a wide variety of
amenities and conveniences may be more likely to express these feelings of pleasure and enjoyment than visitors to the more
primitive roadside camping areas in the AP. In other words, the roadside camping experience may be associated more with
ruggedness, challenge and/or self-reliance, rather than pleasure or enjoyment. Due to the small sample size, it was impossible to
further separate and compare EUH profiles for the settings included in the other setting category (i.e., primitive sites,
campgrounds, and private camping areas), which may have provided additional insight into how visitors to specific types of
camping resources evaluate the dimensions of place bonding and enduring involvement.
Finally, the results of this study have implications for Adirondack Park managers and policy makers tasked with addressing the
controversial issue of roadside camping in the Adirondack Park. Knowledge of roadside campsite visitors’ participation
behaviors at a variety of camping settings within the AP is useful for understanding the potential effects of changes to roadside
campsite management or availability. In addition, knowledge of visitors’ levels of bonding to roadside camping areas and their
willingness to make a resource substitution in the AP provides valuable data for evaluating how visitors might respond
emotionally and behaviorally to changes in roadside campsite management and policy.
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